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Honorable Sir: 



Pursuant to the procedure specified in the Notice published in the Official 
Gazette on July 12, 2005, review is requested for the following reasons. 

The final rejection contains clear errors in that 1) claimed limitations are 
clearly not met by the cited references, and 2) proper motivation for combining the 
references has not been shown. 

Regarding the limitations not met by the prior art, Sitaraman in view of 
Grant fails to show or suggest storing user status information in a table in a RADIUS 
server during times that an authenticated user session is established with the gateway, 
the RADIUS server being on a physically separate machine than the gateway and 
being connected to the gateway via a computer network. As explained in the 
amendment filed June 14, 2005, in the paragraph bridging pages 2 and 3, nothing in 
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Sitaraman teaches or suggests redundant storage of user data for authenticated user 
sessions on another machine. Furthermore, Grant fails to suggest using a table to 
recover user status information relating to an authenticated user session on a gateway 
(see the paragraph bridging pages 4 and 5 of the amendment filed March 15, 2005). 

In the final rejections of claims 5 and 6, Sitaraman and Grant clearly lack 
any teaching or suggestion of limitations concerning the host object and connection 
object as described in the first and second full paragraphs on page 3 of the amendment 
filed June 14, 2005. The Advisory Action of June 24, 2005, cites columns 9 and 10 of 
Sitaraman to supposedly support the statement that Sitaraman teaches host and 
connection objects. This portion of Sitaraman relates to an IP address management 
system for allocating IP addresses. This user information is maintained separate from 
any actual connection with the user. The host and connection objects recited in claims 
5 and 6, however, are clearly shown and defined as objects used by an actual gateway 
that is in communication with the user (i.e., the objects are part of the network 
protocol for maintaining an open communication link between devices). Thus, the 
final rejection and the Advisory Action clearly fail to show the recited limitations. 

Regarding the clear failure to show motivation for combining Sitaraman and 
Grant, the ability of Sitaraman to function the same way with its RADIUS server 
either in the same machine as the service selection gateway or in a different machine 
provides proof not only that Sitaraman fails to show or suggest the recited limitations, 
but also that Sitaraman fails to provide an appreciation that a standalone RADIUS 
server would be constructed such that it is less likely than a gateway to exhibit a 
failure (see page 2 of the specification). Grant relates to re-establishing sessions with 
a failed application program by defining a persistent session state. Neither the final 
rejection of May 20, 2005, nor the Advisory Action of June 24, 2005, shows a valid 
reason why one skilled in the art would be motivated to store user status information in 
a table on a RADIUS server based on knowledge of the technique of Grant for dealing 
with a failed application when a logical unit running the application fails. 

In view of the foregoing reasons, claims 1-7 are in condition for allowance. 
Favorable action is respectfully solicited. 
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